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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office 
action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
09/05/08 has been entered, wherein claims 1-9 have been amended; and claims 10-12 have 
been cancelled. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Applicant's argument with respect to the restriction by original presentation set forth in 
the Final action mailed on 05/05/08 is mute, since claims 11-12 have been cancelled. 
However, applicant asserts that independent claim 1 1 recites the same cutting head set forth 
in independent claim 1, but also includes more specific recitations regarding the spacing 
between the planes. Applicant further asserts that this is not a situation where two 
subcombinations and a combination are claimed. Applicant's argument is misplaced. The 
restriction by original presentation is between dependent claim 5 and new independent claim 
1 1. As stated in the Final Office action, dependent claim 5, which includes all the limitations 
of the independent claim 1, includes a specific arrangement between the two strings which is 
not recited in the new claim 1 1 ; conversely, new claim 1 1 includes a specific spacing 
between a mutually closest two planes which is not recited in claim 5. Therefore, since claim 
5 which is directed to a separate subcombination or invention than claim 1 1 and has been 
originally examined, claim 1 1 has withdrawn from consideration. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Jones et al. 
(4,905,465), hereinafter Jones '465. Regarding claim 1, Jones '465 teaches a cutting head 
"A" for a brush cutter or an edge trimmer including a plurality of string outlets "F" for a 
plurality of cutting strings "E". Jones '465 also teaches that the axes of the cutting strings 
outlets "E" are distributed in a plurality of mutually spaced planes; and adjacent planes are 
spaced from each other by a distance that is greater than 1 .8 times the height or thickness of 
the string "E". It should be noted that the first top holes 'F" around the rim 'D" are located 
in a first plane. The last holes "F" at the bottom of the rim "D" are located in a second plane. 
These two planes are considered to be "a plurality of mutually spaced planes" that are located 
"adjacent" or "near" each other. The distance between the first holes or outlets in the first 
plane to the last holes or outlets in the second plane is at least greater than 1.8 times the 
height or thickness of the string "E". This is clearly shown in all the Figs. 11-18. It should be 
noted that claim 1 does not call for more than two planes, and that there are no cutting string 
outlets between the two adjacent cutting string outlets or places. Jones '465 also teaches that 
in each plane the respective string outlets are at the same level, and in all planes the direction 
of rotation of the head is the same. See Figs. 1-18 in Jones '465. 
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Regarding claim 2, Jones '465 teaches everything noted above including that the at 
least two planes are mutually spaced by a distance less than or equal to approximately 5 
times the height of each string. 

Regarding claims 3-4, Jones '465 teaches everything noted above including that the 
peripheral direction of the head, the strings existing in a first plane are alternated with the 
string alternated with the strings exiting in a second plane adjacent to the first. Jones also 
teaches that the strings exit the head in a regularly distributed manner. 
5. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Taylor 
(4,238,866). Regarding claim 1 , Taylor teaches a cutting head for a brush cutter or an edge 
trimmer. It should be noted that the apparatus 1 in Taylor could be used for trimming or 
cutting grass. Taylor also teaches that the head includes a plurality of string outlets for a 
plurality of cutting strings 54. Taylor also teaches that the axes of the cutting strings outlets 
are distributed in a plurality of mutually spaced planes; and adjacent planes are spaced from 
each other by a distance that is greater than 1.8 times the height or thickness of the string 54. 
Taylor also teaches that in each plane the respective string outlets are at the same level, and 
in all planes the direction of rotation of the head is the same. See Figs. 1-2 in Taylor. 

Regarding claim 2, Taylor teaches everything noted above including that the at least 
two planes are mutually spaced by a distance less than or equal to approximately 5 times the 
height of each string. 

Regarding claims 3-4, Taylor teaches everything noted above including that the 
peripheral direction of the head, the strings existing in a first plane are alternated with the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/543 ,028 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3724 

string alternated with the strings exiting in a second plane adjacent to the first. Jones also 
teaches that the strings exit the head in a regularly distributed manner. 
6. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Jones et al. 
(5,048,278), hereinafter Jones '278. Regarding claim 1, Jones '278 teaches a cutting head 'R" 
for a brush cutter or an edge trimmer including a plurality of string outlets 52, 54 for a 
plurality of cutting strings 10. Jones '278 also teaches that the axes of the cutting strings 
outlets 52, 54 are distributed in at least two adjacent planes PI and P2 mutually spaced by a 
distance H2 greater than the height or thickness HI of the string 10. See Fig. 4 below. It 
should be noted that the outlet 52 and its opposite outlet 52 is along a plane that is distance 
from the plane along which the outlet 54 and its opposite outlet 50 are located. It should also 
be noted that the axes of the cutting string have not been specifically defined in the claim. In 
other words, the axis of the outlet 52 could be defined by the line passing through the bottom 
surface of the outlet 52 and the axis of the outlet 54 could be defined by a line passing 
through the upper surface of the outlet 54, as shown in Fig. 4 below. Jones '278 also teaches 
that in each plane the respective string outlets are at the same level, and in all planes the 
direction of rotation of the head is the same. See Figs. 1-18 in Jones '465. Jones '278 also 
teaches that the distance H2 between the planes PI and P2 is greater or equal 1.8 times the 
height HI of the string. Jones '278 teaches a distance between the planes that appears to be 
1.8 times the height of the string. See Fig. 4 below. 

Regarding claim 2, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above including that the at 
least two planes are mutually spaced by a distance less than or equal to approximately 5 
times the height of each string. 
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Regarding claims 3-4, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above including that the 
peripheral direction of the head, the strings existing in a first plane are alternated with the 
string alternated with the strings exiting in a second plane adjacent to the first. Jones also 
teaches that the strings exit the head in a regularly distributed manner. 

Regarding claims 5-6, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above including that the 
two strings 10 are provided exiting in a first plane in diametrically opposed regions, and two 
strings exiting in a second plane adjacent to the first, in diametrically opposed regions also, 
in the string outlets 52, 54 are distributed approximately 90 degrees in the peripheral 
direction. Jones '278 also teaches that each string 10 has a ridge, and in that the head 
includes means 30 for maintaining each string in an orientation such its cutting ridge is in a 
position to lead the attack on plants. It should be noted that the string 10 three ridges since it 
has triangular shape. Therefore, one of the ridges is always oriented in a position to lead the 
attack on plants. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

To the degree that it could be argued that Jones '278 does not explicitly or positively 
teach that the distance between the two planes is greater or equal to approximately 1.8 times 
the height of the string, the rejection below is applied. 

8. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones et al. 
(5,048,278), hereinafter Jones '278. Regarding claim 1, Jones '278 teaches a cutting head 'R" 
for a brush cutter or an edge trimmer including a plurality of string outlets 52, 54 for a 
plurality of cutting strings 10. Jones '278 also teaches that the axes of the cutting strings 
outlets 52, 54 are distributed in at least two adjacent planes mutually spaced by a distance 
greater than the height or thickness of the string 10. It should be noted that the outlet 52 and 
its opposite outlet 52 is along a plane that is distance from the plane along which the outlet 
54 and its opposite outlet 50 are located. Jones '278 also teaches that in each plane the 
respective string outlets are at the same level, and in all planes the direction of rotation of the 
head is the same. See Figs. 1-18 in Jones '465. See Figs. 1-6 in Jones '278. 

Jones '278 does not explicitly teach that the distance between the planes is greater or 
equal 1.8 times the height of the string. Jones '278 teaches a distance between the planes that 
appears to be 1.8 times the height of the string; Jones '278 does not positively disclose that 
the distance between the two planes is 1 .8 times or greater than the height of the string. 
However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to select the distance between the two planes or the height of the string 
in a manner that the distance between the two planes is 1 .8 times or greater than the height of 
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the string, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in 
the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the 
art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

Regarding claim 2, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above including that the at 
least two planes are mutually spaced by a distance less than or equal to approximately 5 
times the height of each string. 

Regarding claims 3-4, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above including that the 
peripheral direction of the head, the strings existing in a first plane are alternated with the 
string alternated with the strings exiting in a second plane adjacent to the first. Jones also 
teaches that the strings exit the head in a regularly distributed manner. 

Regarding claims 5-6, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above including that the 
two strings 10 are provided exiting in a first plane in diametrically opposed regions, and two 
strings exiting in a second plane adjacent to the first, in diametrically opposed regions also, 
in the string outlets 52, 54 are distributed approximately 90 degrees in the peripheral 
direction. Jones '278 also teaches that each string 10 has a ridge, and in that the head 
includes means 30 for maintaining each string in an orientation such its cutting ridge is in a 
position to lead the attack on plants. It should be noted that the string 1 0 three ridges since it 
has triangular shape. Therefore, one of the ridges is always oriented in a position to lead the 
attack on plants. 

9. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones '278 in 
view of Fogle (5,463,815). Regarding claim 7, Jones '278 teaches everything noted above 
except that each string is substantially square. However, the use of circular, square, and other 
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shapes of strings is well known in the art such as taught by Fogle. See Figs. 1-8 in Fogle. It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to provide the cutting head of 
Jones '278 with square-shaped strings, as taught by Fogle, since different shape of strings 
works the same as clearly taught by Fogle, and one can be substituted for another. 

10. Claims 8-9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones '278 
in view of Rouse (4,756,146). Regarding claims 8-9, Jones '278 teaches everything noted 
above except the head is implemented by asserting parts of general disc shape defining string 
semi-channels opposite one another. It should be noted that Jones '278 teaches that the head 
is formed from one disc shape part. However, the use of head formed from two disc shape 
parts is well known in the art such as taught by Rouse. See Figs. 1-4 in Rouse. It would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to form the cutting head of Jones '278 
from two disk shape parts as an alternative manner that facilitates replacement of the strings. 

Response to Amendment 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed on 03/03/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's argument that Jones '465 does not teach that the adjacent planes pr 
holes F are spaced from one another a distance approximately 1 .8 times the height of the 
string is not persuasive. As stated above, the first top holes T" around the rim 'D" are 
located in a first plane. The last holes "F" at the bottom of the rim "D" are located in a 
second plane. These two planes are considered to be "a plurality of mutually spaced planes" 
that are located "adjacent" or "near" each other. The distance between the first holes or 
outlets in the first plane to the last holes or outlets in the second plane is at least greater than 
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1.8 times the height or thickness of the string "E". This is clearly shown in all the Figs. 11- 
18. It should be noted that claim 1 does not call for more than two planes, and that there are 
no cutting string outlets between the two adjacent cutting string outlets or planes. It should be 
noted that the claim 1 does not requite that the distance between the two closest string outlets 
to be about 1 .8 times the height of a string with a particular diameter. It should be noted that 
the string height could be variable and a string with a very thin height or thickness could be 
used with the cutting head of Jones '465. In this case, the distance between the two closest 
spring outlets could be 1.8 times the height or thickness of the string. Applicant's argument 
that Jones '465 is silent about the distance between the two planes or string outlets is not 
persuasive. As stated above, Figs. 1 1-18 in Jones '465 clearly show that the distance between 
the two string outlets "F" which are spaced by two or more string outlets is more than 1 .8 
times the height or thickness of the string "E." These two string outlets are located on 
different planes that are "adjacent" or "near" each other. 

Applicant's argument that Jones' 278 does not teach that the distance between the 
two adjacent planes is approximately equal or greater than 1 .8 times the thickness of the 
string is not persuasive. Firstly, it appears that the distance H2 between the planes PI and P2 
in Jones '278 is approximately 1.8 times the height of the string HI . It should be noted that 
the distance between the two planes "H2" is approximately 1.8 times or more than the 
thickness of the string 10, as shown in Fig. 4 above. Secondly, Jones '278 may not positively 
disclose that the distance between the two planes is 1.8 times or greater than the height of the 
string. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to select the distance between the two planes or the height of 
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the string in a manner that the distance between the two planes is 1 .8 times or greater than the 
height of the string, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine 
skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. Applicant's argument that such a modification is 
"an impermissible hindsight reconstruction" is not persuasive. As stated above, Jones '278 
teaches that the two planes PI and P2 are distance from each other in a distance that may not 
be 1.8 times the thickness of the string. However, it has been held that where the general 
conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable 
ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. This is not based on 
"an impermissible hindsight reconstruction", but it is based on discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges which is within the skill of a person ordinary skill in the art. 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ghassem Alie whose telephone number is (571) 272-4501. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on (571) 272-4502. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
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about the PAIR system, SEE http :/7pai r-di rect . uspto . gov . Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Ghassem Alie/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3724 
October 29, 2008 



